





University of Colorado 
We .live ,in a world that is morally hor­-
rific by almost anyone's standards. In the 
Third World millions of people suffer from 
malnutrition, and due to inefficiency, stu­-
pidity, or venality many of them will liter­-
ally starve to death. Even those of us for­-
tunate ,enough to live in affluent countries 
are threatened daily with annihilation. 
Through madness or miscalculation, Reagan or 
Gorbachev could turn the entire planet into a 
fiery oven. The survivors would have nothing 
to look forward to but slow death in a Nu­-
clear Winter. 
In such a world, is it any wonder that 
many people do not think that animal welfare 
is a high priority? With so many other 
causes canpeting for our limited attention, 
sane say that devoting time and energy to 
animal welfare is just a way of avoiding the 
more pressing problems of people. 
This is a corrm:m attitude that is not 
easily overcane. Most of us conveniently 
forget how pervasive our use of animals real­-
ly is. We prefer our childhood images of 
"Old MacDonald" to the realities of factory 
farms. Even when the facts are brought to 
our attention--seventy million lab animals 
used in the United States each year and four 
billion animals slaughtered for food--the 
lesson seldom takes. [1] Many peaple continue 
to believe that serious concern for animals 
either is beyond the call of duty or a way of 
avoiding the call of duty altCllJether. 
Animal liberationists, on the other 
hand, do not understand how sensitive, caring 
people can be indifferent to animal suffer­-
ing. Many of us who pamper dCllJs and cats eat 
cows and pigs. We would have the next door 
neighbor arrested for doing the sorts of 
things we do not object to when they are part 
of a scientific protocoL How can people who 
show concern for sane animals show such con­-
tempt for others? 
In such an envirorunent, neither abstract 
moral theorizing nor raw emotional appeal 
have IlUlch force. For neither side is open to 
the arguments or exhortations of the other • 
Nowhere is this clearer than in the debate 
over the use of laboratory animals. 
Several years ago Tan Regan and I wrote 
a paper in which we discussed various views 
concerning the ethics of using animals in 
science. We argued against both the "unre­-
stricted use" view characteristic of the 
scientific establishment, and the "abolition­-
ist" view often held by animal liberation­-
ists. Our claim was that two very different 
but independently plausible moral principles 
lead to a rooderate position: that it is 
sometimes permissible to use sane animals in 
scientific experiments. We argued further 
that our present practices with respect to 
animals are so abhorrent and extreme that 
even this moderate position implies that "at 
least IlUlch of the scientific use of animals 
is morally wrong and ought to be stopped."[2] 
It is not easy to cane up with final 
answers to moral questions, and further re­-
flection often leads philosophers to revise 
their views. Regan has changed his mind 
about animal experimentation, and he now 
thinks that the abolitionist position is the 
only defensible one. [3] While I agree that 
there are mistakes in our original paper, 
think: they are merely mistakes of detail 
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researcher teasing another: "better hope the 
anti-vivisectionists don't get a hold of 
this." 
The scientific establishment has re­-
sponded to this escalation of animal libera­-
tionist activity in several ways. 
Sane have tried to take the IOOral high 
ground. They agree with the an:i.mal libera­-
tionsists that there are serious IOOral issues 
involved in animal experimentation. What 
they claim, however, is that morality is on 
the side of- the researchers. I shall call 
these people Moral Humanists (or Humanists 
for short). 
Those in the second group also believe 
that animal experimentation raises rroral is­-
sues, but they have a different conception 
of what IOOral principles are: they see them 
simply as preferences, rather than as over­-
riding carmitments. Disputes about the rror­-
ality of animal experimentation are, in their 
view, conflicts between people with different 
preferences about how animals should be 
treated in scientific contexts. Since con­-
flicts of preferences can often be resolved 
by simple canpromise, those in this second 
group are IOOre willing to try to find ccmron 
ground with the animal liberationists than 
the Humanists are. I shall call these people 
Moral Derrocrats (or Derrocrats for short). 
think that the domain of morality is very 
narrow; it conce:rns only private stances on 
fundamentally private issues. These people 
regard animal liberationists as irrational 
fanatics who do not understand science or 
recognize its authority. They see them­-
selves as victims of these "animal crazies" 
who are out to harrass them and disrupt their 
work. I shall call this group, which I be­-
lieve to be the largest of the three, Moral 
Privatists (or Privatists for short). 
shall discuss each of these groups in tu:rn. 
Humanists typically claim that the be­-
havior of an:i.mal liberationists is imm:>ral. 
It violates a fundamental principle that IlRlst 
be respected. one oft-cited candidate for 
such a fundamental principle is freedcm of 
inquiry. 
At the height of the controversy over 
recombinant DNA research, Carl Cohen, a phi­-
10sopher at the University of Michigan, pub­-
lished two influential articles defending a 
strong right to freedcm of inquiry. [9] He 
claimed that unless an overwhelmingly strong 
case can be made against a line of research, 
it may go forward. Cohen believes that the 
abolitionists have failed to make an over­-
whelming case against an:i.mal experimentation 
just as the opponents of recombinant DNA 
research failed to make their case. Indeed, 
in conversation, Cohen has expressed the 
opinion that there should be IOOre an:i.mal 
experimentation rather than less. 
Scmetimes the argument on behalf of 
unrestricted research appeals to values that 
are less lofty than freedcm of inquiry. In 
his Comstock Club speech, Kennedy's defense 
of scientific research seems to rest on its 
contribution to GNP. He begins by saying: 
It is a real pleasure to appear 
before you. I shall use the oppor­-
tunity to tell you a tale of extra­-
ordinary American success. It has 
to do with the relationship between 
productivity and innovation, and in 
particular with ,the function on 
which both depend: basic research. 
(p. 1) 
He goes on to quote Herbert Hoover aprov­-
ingly: 
A third group does not see animal exper­- A nation with output of fifty mil­-
imentation as a IOOral issue at all. They lion annually of ccmroodities which 
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 are only animals on the other side of the 
scale, and since animals count for nothing or 
for next to nothing, economic considerations 
and the value of free inquiry are important 
enough to sustain this position. 
But, if this is how these arguments are 
to be understood, then the Moral Humanist 
begs the question. For these arguments were 
introduced in order to show ~ animals do 
not matter. If, in order to succeed, they 
must assume that animals do not matter, then 
the denonstration will have failed. The 
suggestion that it is legitimate simply to 
assume that animals count for nothing is 
especially troubling since an impressive body 
of work over the last decade argues other­-
wise. [10] For this work to be dismissed out 
of hand with no argument is a poor way to 
defend a position, and an even poorer way of 
trying to arrive at the truth. 
Moral Denocrats have recently become 
rrore prominent within the scientific estab­-
lishment. They recognize that there is a 
deep and serious division in our society 
about how animals may be treated in scien­-
tific contexts, and they seek to compromise 
this division. Denocrats view the issue as 
one of the "few crucial interfaces between 
the operations of science and the concerns of 
the p.1blic as a whole." Consequently, they 
believe that "the scientific ccmnunity must 
ensure that the issue is handled sensitively 
and credibly." [11] The quoted words are fran 
a recent article by Thomas Moss, Director of 
Research 1\dm:i.nistration at Case Western Re­-
serve. According to Moss, some scientists 
are beginning to perceive "the reality and 
legitimacy of public feelings about labora­-
tory animals, even if those feelings seem 
irrational in sane scientific or logical 
frameworks, " and he points out that "public 
attitudes toward respect for animal life are 
no rrore irrational than many broader atti­-
tudes towards the sacredness of life" (p. 
52). This rrovement within the scientific 
camn.mity leads him to an optimistic conclu­-
sion: "both sides appear to be rroving toward 
a beneficial mutual understanding" (p. 56). 
I find Moss's optimism encouraging. I, 
myself, have argued that reasonable people 
should be able to agree .inmediately to a 
three-quarter reduction of the number of 
animals used in science, and only then get 
down to the hard cases. still, I fear that 
Moss's optimism is based on a misconstrual of 
the animal liberationists, and a misunder­-
standing of what it is to take a rroral posi­-
tion. This is suggested by what is missing 
in Moss's article. He seems to understand 
that people's feelings about animals matter, 
but he doesn't seem to accept the fact that 
animals matter. And for the animal libera­-
tionists, the heart of the struggle is to get 
that second point across. Animals matter in 
their own right because of what they are, 
regardless of any ties they may have to hu­-
mans. 
The Democrats' view seems to be this: 
rroral principles are preferences that can be 
balanced against other preferences with a 
view to satisfying those which are rrost in­-
tense and widely held. But rroral principles 
are not mere preferences. Rather, they em­-
body cnrrmi.tments to work for the developnent 
of certain kinds of character, the establish­-
ment of certain ways of life, or the bringing 
about of a certain kind of world. 
Moral commitments need not be absolutist 
in principle nor lend themselves to uncompro­-
mising tactics. I may think that it is wrong 
to lie, kill innocent people, or experiment 
on animals without thinking that it is always 
wrong to do these things;, thus, my princi­-
pIes may support a rroderate view. But if I 
hold a rroderate view, it does not mean that I 
must be willing to split the difference with 
those who disagree with me: kill a few inno­-
cent people here, spare a few there. Rather, 
to have a rroral ccmnitment to a rroderate 
position is to subscribe to a set of princi­-
pIes which implies that it is permissible to 
kill an innocent person or exper:i.ment on an 
animal under some conditions; but when those 
conditions are not satisfied, such conduct is 
wrong. I may be willing to compromise in 
order to minimize the number of unjustified 
lies or killings of innocents; but insofar as 
my o:rnmi.tments are rroral commitments, whether 
absolutist or not, I cannot rest with such 
compromise. My end is the elimination of 
evil, not accamtadation with those whose 
views I regard to be incorrect. 
What this means for the present case is 
that animal liberationists will not finally 
be satisfied with the sort of compromise that 
the Derrocrats seek--not because liberation­-
ists are fanatics-but because their ccmnit­-
ment to ending what they regard as our irrm:>r­-
al treatment of animals is a rroral o:rnmi.t­-
ment. This does not mean, however, that 
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Animal liberationists give other argu­-
ments as well. They point out that animals 
are often used in research that is stupid, 
pointless, or redundant (the Draize and the 
LD 50 are good examples). They claim that 
alternatives to animals are available if only 
researchers would use them~ and that where 
alternatives are not available, it is because 
we have had no real interest in developing 
them. And saneti.mes animal liberationists 
impugn the IOOtives of researchers. This will 
probably beccme JOC)re COOI!lDn as the University 
of pen:nsylvania videotapes are JOC)re widely 
viewed. 
I think it is clear that the arguments 
in this second group rest on JOC)re fundamental 
premises. The worries about the failure to 
use alternatives and the pointlessness of 
much research would not matter were it not 
the case that animals are important creatures 
who are like us in ways that are IOOrally 
relevant. The belief that researchers have 
malign IOOtives is related to the view that 
what we do to animals expresses what is bad 
about us and also makes us worse. 
There is quite a lot to be said about 
these three fundamental arguments, but what I 
say here will have to be brief. 
The first argument concerns our continu­-
ity with other animals. Fran the point of 
view of animal liberationists, the scientific 
establishment has not learned the JOC)ral les­-
son irtplicit in the Darwinian Revolution. We 
are merely one species aroong many~ fran "the 
point of view of the universe," we are not 
fundamentally different in kind fran many 
other animals. Indeed, this is what makes 
animals plausible "IOCldels" for humans in 
experimental situations. Now that we are 
free of the behaviorist blinkers that dis­-
torted our view for the first half of this 
century, we can see that our similarities to 
other animals are not just physical but ex­-
tend to our conscious lives, as well. M:uly 
animals experience pleasure and pain, act on 
the basis of their beliefs and desires, and 
comnunicate by means of highly canplex repre­-
sentational systems. To deny animals IOOral 
standing is to make an arbitrary distinction 
between our species and all other species. 
It is this line of argument which views our 
treatment of animals as the same kind of 
IOOral failing as racism and sexism. 
The second argument concerns innocence. 
Laboratory animals have done nothing to de­-
serve their fates. They are victims of sci­-
ence in consequence of having been victims of 
irresponsible owners, or because they were 
brought into existence for cormnercial pur­-
poses or kidnapped and transported fran their 
natural habitats. It is wrong to do what we 
do to innocent animals for the Sam::! reason 
that it is wrong to imprison and execute 
innocent humans--whether conscious or self­-
conscious, rational or irrational. When the 
lives of innocents are at stake, appeals to 
"levels of consciousness" are not decisive 
and perhaps not even relevant. 
The final argument concerns the effect 
of our practices on the developnent of char­-
acter. Most of us value certain traits and 
dispositions. We admire people who are gen­-
tle, loving, benevolent, appreciative of 
nature and beauty, loyal, and so on. Yet, we 
think that deliberately destroying and caus­-
ing pain to animals is an irtportant part of 
the education of many people, especially of 
those who are to becane healers (for example, 
veterinarians and physicians.) It is not 
that all researchers are bad people, or that 
those who deliberately break the necks of 
baboons will do the same to humans~ but ra­-
ther, a society concerned to develop good 
people does better to educate them in the 
practice of those virtues. In the long run, 
a society which does not will be IOOrally 
bankrupt. Indeed, some may think that the 
ills which I mentioned at the outset of this 
paper are to be expected in a world which 
mistreats animals. Fran this perspective, 
there is no conflict between liberating ani­-
mals, and liberating what is best in human 
beings. 
These arguments, which are at the heart 
of the animal liberation position, are es­-
sentially IOOral arguments. They are not 
primarily appeals to self-interest, our de­-
sires, or our eIOCltions. Rather, they ask us 
to think in an impartial way about all of 
those creatures who are the proper objects of 
IOOral concern. It is this point of view, the 
IOOral point of view, which provides the ulti­-
mate reasons for action. 
Conclusion 
What I have suggested is that there is a 
real failure of understanding between the 
scientific establishment and the animal li­-
berationists. The scientific establishment 
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